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The Effect of Small Business Clusters in Prioritising Barriers
to E-commerce Adoption in Regional SMEs
by R. C. MacGregor
School of Information Technology and Computer Science
University of Wollongong, Australia
and
Lejla Vrazalic
Department of Information Systems
University of Wollongong, Dubai Campus
____________________
One of he most powerful forces affecting
the world’s economy and commerce today
is the substantial increase in globalisation
through the use of Information and
Communications Technologies (ICTs).
Kaynak et al (2005) suggest that the rapid
emergence of E-commerce has changed
the nature of business so quickly and
pervasively that where once it was
revolutionary,
now,
it
is
simply
evolutionary.
There have been many studies of Ecommerce in the small business sector
(van Slyke et al 2005, Kaynak et al 2005,
MacGregor et al 2005). A number of
reasons have been put forward but
principal among them has been the
realisation that both at an academic as
well as a government level that the small
to medium enterprise (SME) sector is one
of the cornerstones of economic
prosperity in many countries (NOIE,
2002, MacGregor et al 2005). Studies
(Taylor & Murphy 2004, Scupola 2003,
European Commission 2002, Stockdale &
Standing 2004) have shown that many
SMEs are turning more and more to
global markets.
Despite the advocacy by governments that
it is becoming a critical necessity for SMEs
to involve in E-commerce, studies in
Europe, the US and Australia (Martin &
Matlay 2001, Dixon et al 2002, Buckley &
Montes 2002) have found that SMEs are
less engaged with ICTs than their larger
counterparts and, indeed, invest less in
these technologies per employee than
larger firms. Recent studies (OECD 2002,
Taylor & Murphy 2004, Dixon et al 2002)
hve found that while over 20% of SMEs
purchase through the web and more than
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30% sell through the web, the value of
these purchases and sales only account for
2% of the total.
The slow pace of E-commerce diffusion in
the SME sector has led to a variety of
studies, both at an academic level as well
as through government initiatives. These
studies have concentrated on barriers to
adoption, benefits derived through Ecommerce adoption and problems
encountered by SMEs in their move
towards E-commerce adoption.
This paper presents a study of Swedish
regional
small
businesses
which
investigated the barriers to E-commerce
adoption (amongst other things). The aim
of the paper is twofold: to examine the
correlation between barriers to Ecommerce adoption in order to identify
underlying factors: and to determine
whether these differ between SMEs that
are members of a small business cluster
and SMEs that are not. The paper begins
by examining the nature of SMEs and
identifying features that are unique to
SMEs. A discussion of barriers to Ecommerce adoption based on previous
research is then presented and the
barriers are mapped to the unique SME
features. The paper will then briefly
examine the role of small business clusters
in the adoption of E-commerce. This is
followed by a correlation and factor
analysis of the two sets of data and a
discussion of the results. Finally, the
limitations of the study are presented and
conclusions drawn.
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E-Commerce

features that set them apart from larger
businesses.

There are nearly as many definitions of Ecommerce as there are contributions in
the literature. The World Trade
Organisation (WTO) defines E-commerce
as “.. the production, distribution,
marketing, sale or delivery of goods and
services by electronic means” (Baker &
McKenzie 2001 cited Kaynak et al 2005).
Shultz & Baumgartner (2001) define Ecommerce as: “the buying and selling of
information, products, and services via
computer networks”. As there are no
commonly agreed to definitions of Ecommerce for E-commerce, the definition
provided by Globerman et al (2001 cited
Kaynak et al 2005) will be adopted in this
paper, viz., “Any economic transaction
where the buyer and the seller come
together through the electronic media of
the Internet, form contractual agreement
concerning pricing and delivery of
particular goods and services and
complete the transaction through the
delivery of payments and good or service
as contracted”.
Small Business
There are a number of definitions of
SMEs. Some of these definitions are based
on quantitative measures such as staffing
levels, turnover or assets, while others
employ a qualitative approach. Meredith
(1994) suggests that any description or
definition must include a quantitative
component that takes into account staff
levels, turnover, assets together with
financial
and
non-financial
measurements, but that the description
must also include a qualitative component
that reflects how the business is organised
and how it operates. As this study involves
Swedish SMEs the Swedish definition
(employing less that 50 people) will be
used as the quantitative component.
Qualitatively, any description of a small
business must be premised on the notion
that they are not simply scaled down large
businesses (Westhead & Storey 1996,
MacGregor et al 2005) and although size
is a major distinguishing factor, small
businesses have a number of unique

There have been numerous studies carried
out in order to isolate the features unique
to SMEs. Brigham & Smith (1967) found
that SMEs tended to be more prone to risk
than their larger counterparts. This view is
supported in later studies (Walker,1975,
Delone,1988). Cochran (1981) found that
SMEs tended to be subject to higher
failure rates, while Rotch (1987) suggested
that SMEs had inadequate records of
transactions. Welsh & White (1981), in a
comparison of SMEs with their larger
counterparts found that SMEs suffered
from a lack of trained staff and had a
short-range management perspective.
They termed these traits 'resource poverty’
and suggested that their net effect was to
magnify the effect of environmental
impact, particularly where information
systems were involved.
These early suggestions have been
supported by more recent studies that
have found most SMEs lack technical
expertise (Barry & Milner 2002), most
lack adequate capital to undertake
technical enhancements (Gaskill et al
(1993, Raymond 2001), most SMEs suffer
from inadequate organisational planning
(Tetteh & Burn 2001, Miller & Besser
2000) and many SMEs differ from their
larger counterparts in the extent of the
product/service
range
available
to
customer (Reynolds et al, 1994).
A number of recent studies (see Reynolds
et al (1994), Murphy (1996), Bunker &
MacGregor 2000)) have examined the
differences in management style between
large businesses and SMEs. These studies
have
shown
that,
among
other
characteristics, SMEs tend to have a small
management team (often one or two
individuals), they are strongly influenced
by the owner and the owner’s personal
idiosyncrasies, they have little control over
their environment (this is supported by
the studies of Westhead & Storey (1996)
and Hill & Stewart (2000) and they have a
strong desire to remain independent (this
is supported by the findings of Dennis
2000 and Drakopolou-Dodd et al 2002).
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These are summarised in Table 1. An
analysis of the features revealed that they
could be classified as being internal or
external to the business. Internal features
include management, decision-making
and planning processes, and the
acquisition of resources, while external
features are related to the market
(products/services and customers) and
the external environment (risk taking and
uncertainty).
SMEs in Regional Areas
SMEs located in regional areas are
affected by circumstances inherent to
their location. Regional areas are defined
as geographical areas located outside
metropolitan centres and major cities.
Regional areas can be classified into inner
and outer regions, remote and very
remote
areas.
Determining
the
classification of a region is usually based
on a formula which primarily relies on the
measures of proximity to services in terms
of physical distance, and population size.
Rather than remote and rural areas
(which are sparsely populated), the
research presented in this paper focuses
on inner and outer regional areas (which
are more urbanised).
Regional areas are of particular interest to
governments
because
they
are
characterised by high unemployment rates
(Larsson et al., 2003), a shortage of skilled
people, limited access to resources and a
lack of infrastructure (Keniry et al., 2003).
Yet, at the same time, businesses located
in regional areas often play a major role in
developing these areas. This potential has
not gone unnoticed by government
organisations. The European Union views
SMEs as a catalyst for regional
development (Europa, 2003). In 2001, the
Swedish Parliament passed legislation
that resulted in the creation of Regional
Development Councils (Johansson, 2003).
The Councils have a mandate to promote a
positive business climate and sustainable
growth in their respective regions. SMEs
have been earmarked as playing an
important role in promoting growth
because they are seen as a key source of
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jobs and employment prospects (Keniry
et al., 2003; Larsson et al., 2003).
To encourage growth and development in
regional areas, government organisations
have been heavily promoting the adoption
of information and communication
technology by SMEs, including ecommerce technology. This has primarily
been undertaken by funding projects that
assist SMEs in their adoption of ecommerce technologies. These projects
have ranged from simple Internet
adoption to the establishment of virtual
business networks (Damanpour, 2001;
Jeffcoate et al., 2002).
Barriers to E-commerce Adoption in
SMEs
Stockdale & Standing (2004) suggest that
many SMEs are not achieving even
minimal levels of E-commerce adoption.
They add that despite the many
government-led initiatives, barriers to Ecommerce continue to exist rendering
adoption levels lower than initially
predicted.
Like the unique features of SMEs, the
barriers to E-commerce adoption can be
classified as external or internal to the
business. Hadjimanolis (1999), in a study
of E-commerce adoption by SMEs in
Cyprus, considers that barriers to
adoption can be categorised as either
external or internal to the organisation.
External barriers include difficulties in
obtaining finance, difficulties in obtaining
technological information and difficulties
choosing the appropriate hardware and
software. These difficulties he terms
supply barriers. He further nominates two
other sub-categories of external barriers
that he terms demand barriers and
environmental barriers. Demand barriers
found by Hadjimanolis include Ecommerce not fitting with products and
services offered or not fitting with the way
their customers wished to conduct their
business. Environmental barriers found
by Hadjimanolis included complicated
governmental regulations and security
concerns.
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ID
INT 1
INT 2
INT 3
INT 4
INT 5
INT 6
INT 7

INT 9

INT 10

INT 11

EXT 1
EXT 2

EXT 4
EXT 5
EXT 6
EXT 7

EXT 8

External Features

EXT 3

Internal Features

INT 8

Features Unique to SMEs
Reported by
Features Related to Management, Decision Making and Planning Processes
SMEs have small and centralised management with a short Welsh & White (1981)
range perspective
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
SMEs have poor management skills
Blili & Raymond (1993)
SMEs exhibit a strong desire for independence and avoid
Reynolds et al (1994)
business ventures which impinge on their independence
Dennis (2000)
SME Owners often withhold information from colleagues
Dennis (2000)
The decision making process in SMEs is intuitive, rather
Reynolds et al (1994)
than based on detailed planning and exhaustive study
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
The SME Owner(s) has/have a strong influence in the
Reynolds et al (1994)
decision making process
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
Intrusion of family values and concerns in decision making Reynolds et al (1994)
processes
Dennis (2000)
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
SMEs have informal and inadequate planning and record
Markland (1974)
keeping processes
Rotch (1981)
Reynolds et al (1994)
Miller & Besser (2000)
Tetteh & Burn (2001)
Features Related to Resource Acquisition
SMEs face difficulties obtaining finance and other
Welsh & White (1981)
resources, and as a result have fewer resources
Cragg & King (1993)
Blili & Raymond (1993)
Gaskill & Gibbs (1994)
Reynolds et al (1994)
SMEs are more reluctant to spend on information
MacGregor & Bunker (1996)
technology and therefore have limited use of technology
Abell & Limm (1996)
Poon & Swatman (1997)
Walczuch et al (2000)
Dennis (2000)
SMEs have a lack of technical knowledge and specialist
Welsh & White (1981)
staff and provide little IT training for staff
Blili & Raymond (1993)
Cragg & King (1993)
Reynolds et al (1994)
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
Martin & Matlay (2001)
Features Related to Products/Services and Markets
SMEs have a narrow product/service range
Reynolds et al (1994)
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
SMEs have a limited share of the market (often confined
Reynolds et al (1994)
towards a niche market) and therefore heavily rely on few
Lawrence (1997)
customers
Hadjimonolis (1999)
Quayle (2002)
SMEs are product oriented, while large businesses are
Reynolds et al (1994)
more customer oriented
MacGregor et al (1998)
Bunker & MacGregor (2000)
SMEs are not interested in large shares of the market
Reynolds et al (1994)
MacGregor et al (1998)
SMEs are unable to compete with their larger counterparts Lawrence (1997)
Features Related to Risk Taking and Dealing with Uncertainty
SMEs have lower control over their external environment
Westhead & Storey (1996)
than larger businesses, and therefore face more uncertainty Hill & Stewart (2000)
SMEs face more risks than large businesses because the
Brigham & Smith (1967)
failure rates of SMEs are higher
Cochran (1981)
DeLone (1988)
SMEs are more reluctant to take risks
Walczuch et al (2000)
Dennis (2000)

Table 1: Features unique to small to medium enterprises (SMEs)
MAC GREGOR AND VRAZALIC
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Hadjimanolis subdivided his internal
barriers into two categories. These he
termed resource barriers (which included
lack of management enthusiasm and lack
of technical expertise) and systems
barriers (which included E-commerce not
fitting with current business practices).
In a similar study, Lawrence (1997)
defined three categories. These she
termed company, personal and industry
barriers.
Company barriers, found by Lawrence,
included low level of technology use
within the business, limited financial and
technical
resources
available,
organisational resistance to change and
lack of perceived return on investment.
Barriers categorised as personal included
lack of information on E-commerce,
management preferring conventional
approaches to business practice and
inability to see the advantages of using Ecommerce.
Industry
barriers
included
some
respondents believing that the industry, as
a whole was not ready for E-commerce
technology.
A number of other research initiatives,
while not providing categories of
perceived barriers have produced similar
findings to those of Lawrence and
Hadjiminolis. Purao & Campbell (1998),
who conducted a series of interviews with
SME owners, found that major barriers
included a failure to see any advantage in
using E-commerce. They also found that
lack of technical know how, prohibitive set
up costs and security concerns were
strong disincentives to many SME
owner/managers. Abell & Lim (1996)
found many SME owner/managers felt
that E-commerce did not suit either their
day-to-day business procedures or the
product mix offered by their business.
In a cross-cultural study of SMEs in Hong
Kong and Finland, Farhoomand et al
(2000) found that both cultures reported
a lack of technical know how and a failure
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to see how E-commerce fitted the current
mode of business practices.
Recent studies have shown that many of
the barriers reported in the late 1990’s by
Lawrence and Hadjimanolis are still
current in today’s SMEs. Tambini (1999)
and Eid et al (2002) found that SME
managers are still not convinced that Ecommerce fits the products or services
that their businesses offer. Studies by
Bakos & Brynjolfsson (2000), Sawhney &
Zabin (2002), Merhtens et al (2001) have
found that there is still a reluctance for
SME managers to adjust their businesses
to the requirements and demands placed
on it by E-commerce participation. Bakos
& Brynjolfsson (2000) and Kulmala et al
(2002) found that many SMEs felt that Ecommerce did not suit the current mix of
customers while Chau & Hui (2001) have
reported that many respondents did not
see any advantage to using E-commerce in
their businesses. Other barriers reported
in the literature include a reported lack of
technical know how (Mirchandani &
Motwani 2001), security concerns (Oxley
& Yeung 2001, Reimenschneider &
McKinney 2001) and cost concerns
(Ratnasingham 2000, Reimenschneider &
McKinney 2001). A summary of different
e-commerce adoption barriers in small
businesses based on an extensive
literature review is presented in Table 2.
Small Business Clusters
commerce Adoption

and E-

On the surface, it could be argued that all
SMEs relate to others and thus are part of
some form of small business cluster.
Dennis (2000) suggests that any SME
dealing with another must impinge on the
decision making process even if these
decisions involve the strengthening or
relaxing of the relationships themselves.
In this study, however, we take the more
usual view that membership of small
business
cluster
is
conscious,
interdependent and cooperative towards a
predetermined set of goals (Nalebuff &
Brandenberg 1996, Achrol & Kotler 1999).
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Barriers to E-Commerce Adoption
High cost of implementation; Internet technologies too expensive to
implement

E-commerce is too complex to implement
Small businesses require short-term ROI and e-commerce is long-term
Resistance to change because of the fear of new technology amongst
employees
Preference for and satisfaction with traditional manual methods (phone, fax,
etc)
Lack of technical skills and IT knowledge amongst employees; Lack of
computer literate/specialised staff

Lack of time to implement e-commerce

E-commerce not deemed to be suited to the way the organisation does
business, or the way our clients do business
E-commerce not deemed to be suited to the products/services
E-commerce perceived as a technology lacking direction
Lack of awareness about business advantages/opportunities e-commerce can
provide
Lack of available information about e-commerce
Concern about security of e-commerce

Lack of critical mass among customers, suppliers and business partners
Heavy reliance on external consultants (often considered by small
businesses to be inadequate) to provide necessary expertise
Lack of e-commerce standards

Related Literature
Riquelme (2002)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Purao & Campbell (1998)
Lawrence (1997)
Iacovou et al (1995)
Fielding (1996)
Quayle (2002)
Lawrence (1997)
McGowan & Madey (1998)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Lawrence (1997)
Lawrence (1997)
Venkatesan & Fink (2002)
Riquelme (2002)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Lawrence (1997)
Iacovou et al (1995)
Quayle (2002)
Damsgaard & Lyytinen (1998)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Lawrence (1997)
Walczuch et al (2000)
Poon & Swatman (1997)
Hadjimonolis (1999)
Iacovou et al (1995)
Poon & Swatman (1997)
Hadjimonolis (1999)
Lawrence (1997)
Iacovou et al (1995)
Quayle (2002)
Lawrence (1997)
Riquelme (2002)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Purao & Campbell (1998)
Hadjimonolis (1999)
Quayle (2002)
Hadjimonolis (1999)
Van Akkeren & Cavaye (1999)
Lawrence (1997)
Tuunainen (1998)
Robertson & Gatignon (1986)

Table 2: Summary of e-commerce adoption barriers in small businesses

Viewed
then
as
‘self
designing’
partnerships Eccles & Crane (1998 cited in
Dennis 2000) suggest that strategic
alliances are a dynamic arrangement
evolving and adjusting to accommodate
changes in the business environment.
Achrol & Kotler (1999) take this a step
further by stating that strategic alliances

‘ are more adaptable and flexible because
of loose coupling and openness to
information. Environmental disturbances
transfer imperfectly through loose coupled
networks and tend to dissipate in intensity
as they spread through the system’ (p 147)
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Thus
member
organisations
have
interconnected linkages that allow more
efficient
movement
towards
predetermined objectives than would be
the case if they operated as a single
separate entity. By developing and
organising
functional
components
strategic alliances/clusters provide a
better mechanism to learn and adapt to
changes in their environment.
In addition to providing much needed
information alliances often provide
legitimacy to their members. For
businesses that provide a service and
whose products are intangible, company
image and reputation becomes crucial
since customers can rarely test or inspect
the service before purchase. Cropper
(1996) suggests that alliance or cluster
membership very often supplies this
image to potential customers.
The advent of E-commerce has given rise
to a ‘new wave’ of research examining the
role of small business clusters, particularly
in SME’s. Much of this research has been
prompted by the realisation that old
hierarchical
forms
of
company
organisation
produced
relationships
which are too tightly coupled (Marchewka
& Towell 2000), and do not fit an often
turbulent marketplace (Overby & Min
2000, Tikkanen 1998).
Schindehutte & Morris (2001) state that
organisations, particularly SMEs, survive
or fail as a function of their adaptability to
the marketplace. Those organisations that
can interpret patterns in the environment
and adapt their structure and strategy to
suit those changing patterns will survive.
While adaptability may be a function of
prior experience or business sector focus,
in the SME sector adaptability often relies
on cluster partners.
There are many definitions of alliances in
the literature. Dennis (2000) suggests that
they
“..are dynamic arrangement(sic) that
are constantly evolving and adjusting
in order to accommodate changes in
the business environment. Member
companies
have
interconnected
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linkages that allow them to move more
efficiently towards set objectives than
those operating as a separate entity”
(p287)
She adds that while all companies form
relationships with suppliers, customers
etc., it is the extent of the closeness,
interdependence and consciousness of
these relationships that determines
whether they are truly part of an alliance.
This definition implies that only those
interorganisational links that have formal
governance can be termed strategic
alliances. By comparison, Yeung (1994)
defines an alliance as
“an integrated and coordinated set of
ongoing economic and non-economic
relations embedded within, among
and outside business firms.” (p 476)
Thus for Yeung an alliance is not only a
structure but embodies processes between
organisations. These processes may be
formal economic processes or may be
informal
cooperative
relationships,
sharing expertise and know-how. Indeed,
Dahlstrand (1999) suggests that informal
links may be conscious or unconscious
mechanisms.
While recent studies (Keeble et al 1999,
O’Donnell et al 2001, Overby & Min 2001)
stress the importance of informal
interorganisational links, the definition of
these links in small business varies widely.
As this chapter has as its focus SME
alliances with some implied form of
governance (be they organisationally
linked small businesses or firms who have
made use of small business associations),
the definition provided by Achrol & Kotler
(1999) will be adopted, viz.
“an independent coalition of task- or
skill-specialised economic entities
(independent firms or autonomous
organisational units) that operates
without hierarchical control but is
embedded
by
dense
lateral
connections,
mutuality,
and
reciprocity, in a shared value system
that defines “membership” roles and
responsibilities” (p 148).
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As with the origin and definition of
alliances, there are a number of differing
taxonomies in the literature. These
taxonomies are normally based on
structure, process or power. It is
appropriate to consider each of these
styles of classification.

virtual organisation (independent yet
interdependent organisations striving for
joint variety using advanced technology),
industrial
district
(small
firms
characterised
by
production
type,
organised for internal cooperation and
external competition).

Structure

Achrol & Kotler (1999) suggested that
clusters or alliances can be subdivided in
terms of process. They provide four types:
internal (designed to reduce hierarchy and
open firms to the environment),

Veradarajan & Cunningham (1995)
suggest that clusters or alliances can be
subdivided into four groups:
Functional (linking functional aspects of
organisations that result in joint
manufacturing, marketing or product
development). These tend to share
knowledge, information and resources.
Intra-interorganisational
(developing
relationships
either
nationally
or
internationally). These share information.
Intra-interindustry(building relationships
through resource pooling). These share
resources.

vertical (cluster that maximise the
productivity
of
serially
dependent
functions by creating partnerships among
independent skill-specialised firms),
intermarket (clusters that seek to leverage
horizontal synergies across industries),
opportunity (clusters that are organised
around customer needs and market
opportunities and are designed to seek the
best solutions to them).

Power
Motivational (sharing of marketing and
technological know-how). These tend only
to share knowledge.
This is similar to the subdivisions
suggested by O’Donnell et al (2002) who
termed their subdivisions
vertical,
horizontal, industrial and social.
Process
Whereas Veradarajan & Cunningham
subdivided clusters or alliances in terms of
structure, Johannisson et al (2002)
suggest that they can be subdivided into
four groups based on process. The four
groups are:
resource-based (each firm controls their
own unique resources which are combined
to strategic advantage),
industrial
organisation
(firms
as
autonomous entities establishing their
own unique market position),

Dennis (2000) considers power to be the
most important factor upon which to
classify alliances. She provides two
classifications
dominated (a group of smaller companies
dominated by a single larger company),
equal partner (where there is no
governing partner and each relationship is
based on reciprocal, preferential, mutually
supportive actions).
An obvious bi-product of cluster
taxonomies
is
the
analysis
of
organisations which form the various
types. Golden & Dollinger (1993) in an
exploration of business relationships
concluded that
“differences in strategic postures are
associated with differences in the
quality and type of intraorganisational
relationships” (p52).
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This is particularly apparent in smaller
organisations. Jarratt (1998) suggests that
particular
strategic
postures
lead
organisations to adopt particular alliance
forms. She suggested that there were four
distinct categories of strategic posture,
termed:
defender (were more likely to select
conjugate relationships),
prospector (who were more likely to select
confederate relationships),
analyser
(more
likely
agglomerate relationships),

to

While researchers, government agencies
and practitioners have continued to
examine and refine both formal and semiformal
alliances,
recent
literature
(Rosenfeld 1996, Premaratne 2001)
suggests that informal or social linkages
may provide a higher and more stable flow
of information and resources in the small
business environment.

select

reactor (whose business relationships
were unpredictable).
Properly utilised, formal alliances can
provide a number of advantages over
stand-alone organisations. These include
the sharing of financial risk (Jorde &
Teece
1989),
technical
knowledge
(Marchewka & Towell 2000), market
penetration (Achrol & Kotler 1999) and
internal efficiency (Datta 1988).
Early studies of SME alliances (Gibb 1993,
Ozcan 1995) concentrated on formal
alliances, indeed Golden & Dollinger
(1993), in a study of small manufacturing
firms concluded that few small firms were
able to function without some form of
inter-organisational relationship having
been established. They added that these
inter-organisational relationships were
associated with successful strategic
adaptation by small businesses. Dean et al
(1997) suggested that formal alliances
were used by SMEs to
“pool resources and talents together to
reap results which would not be
possible (due to cost constraints and
economies of scale) if the enterprise
operated in isolation.” (p 78)
In the 1990s many SME alliances took a
more semi-formal’ approach. Local or
government agencies such as small
business associations and chambers of
commerce provided a formal umbrella in
the form of advisory services that assisted
in legal, financial, training or technical
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advice. Individual members operated
formally with the umbrella organisation
but could interact informally with fellow
members.

Thorelli (1986) states that central to the
concept of formal approaches is the
distribution of power which he defines as
the ability to influence the decision of
others. The five factors he cites as the
potential sources of power for members
are economic base, technology, expertise,
trust and legitimacy. Miles et al (1999)
suggest that for SMEs the decision to join
an alliance comes from a perception of
goals by the individual organisation. If the
organisation sees itself as strong in its own
right, an alliance may be seen as an option
to increase that strength. The distribution
of power moves in favour of the strong
organisation allowing it to capitalise and
influence weaker members without losing
its own identity.
If, on the other hand, the organisation
sees itself as weak, an alliance may be a
necessity in order to survive and compete
in the larger marketplace. For these
organisations the distribution of power
works away from them leaving them in a
weak position in exchange relationships.
This of course varies from alliance to
alliance. In a small alliance (few
participating organisations) there is more
likely to be an asymmetric relationship
between partners. As the size of the
alliance increases there are a greater
number of potential partners, providing a
greater chance to benefit for all members.
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The Role of Alliances or Clusters in
E-commerce Adoption
As already mentioned, the advent of Ecommerce has given rise to a number of
research initiatives examining the role of
small business strategic alliances or
clusters in the adoption of E-commerce.
A study by Wheelen & Hunger (2002)
found that membership of some form of
small business strategic alliance allowed
businesses to concentrate on their
distinctive competencies while gathering
efficiencies from the other firms in the
cluster, who, likewise, were concentrating
their efforts in their own areas of
expertise. They, they found particularly
applicable to the adoption and use of Ecommerce.
Studies by Cirillo (2000) and Terziovski
(2003) found that membership of a
strategic alliance allowed features such as
supply chain management, logistics etc. to
be managed more easily than stand-alone
businesses.
A number of studies in the UK and Europe
(Daniel et al 2002, Daniel & Wilson 2002,
Ciappei & Simoni 2005) have shown that
greater success with E-commerce use
appears to occur through membership of a
cluster or strategic alliance. These results
have been mirrored in the USA (Singh &
Gilchrist 2002), while a recent study
comparing strategically aligned and standalone SMEs (MacGregor et al 2005)
showed that while there were no
significant difference in benefits enjoyed
by both groups, membership of a strategic
alliance appeared to ‘dampen’ problems
incurred, compared to stand-alone
businesses.
While research examining barriers to Ecommerce adoption has identified many
that prevent SMEs implementing Ecommerce, there have been few attempts
to correlate these into logical groupings,
nor to determine whether these groupings
are impacted by membership/nonmembership of a small business cluster.

Methodology
Ten barriers to E-commerce adoption
were gathered from the literature. A series
of 6 in-depth interviews was undertaken
to determine whether the barriers were
applicable and complete. All barriers were
found to applicable and no additional
barriers were forthcoming. Based on the
findings of the 6 in-depth interviews, a
survey instrument was developed for SME
managers. The survey was used to collect
data about, amongst other things, the
barriers to E-commerce adoption in
SMEs.
Those barriers which were
reported as having a greater than 50%
response as important were included in
the survey (refer to Figure 1). The
respondents who had not adopted Ecommerce were asked to rate the
importance of each barrier to their
decision not to adopt E-commerce. A
standard 5 point Likert scale was used to
rate the importance with 1 meaning very
unimportant and 5 meaning very
important. Respondents were also asked
whether they were part of a small business
cluster or not.
As the survey was intended to examine the
barriers to E-commerce adoption in
regional SMEs, the location of the
respondents needed to be considered. A
set of location guidelines was developed.
These were:
• The location must be a large regional
centre rather than a capital city
• A viable government initiated chamber
of commerce for SMEs must exist and be
well patronised by the SME community
• The location should have the full range
of educational facilities.
• The business community represented a
cross-section of business ages, sizes,
sectors and market foci.
• The SME community included those that
had adopted as well as not adopted Ecommerce.
The location chosen was Karlstad Sweden
which met all the guidelines and
contained personnel that could assist in
the distribution and re-gathering of survey
materials. A total of 1170 surveys were
distributed by post.
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Results
Responses were obtained from 313 SME
organisations in Sweden giving a response
rate of 26.8%. From these, 275 responses
were considered to be valid and usable.
The total number non-adopters (i.e. SMEs
not using E-commerce) was 123,
representing 44.7% of the valid responses.
An inspection of the frequencies indicated
that the full range of the scale was utilised
by respondents (i.e. every barrier had at
least on instance of each rating from 1 to
5).
The first aim of the statistical analysis was
to establish correlations between the Ecommerce adoption barriers. These are
shown in Table 3.
The correlation matrix shows an
interesting pattern of results. The first
four barriers seem to all correlate with
each other, but show weak or no
correlations with the last set of barriers.
Similarly, it appears that correlations exist
between the last five barriers in the

Correlation Matrix. Therefore, two distinct
groupings of results can be identified in
the Correlation Matrix. In the first
grouping, there is a strong positive
correlation between the barriers “Ecommerce is not suited to our products/
services” and “E-commerce is not suited
to our way of doing business” (Pearson’s r
= .747, p< .000). These two barriers also
show
moderately
strong
positive
correlations with the barriers “Ecommerce is not suited to the ways our
clients (customers and/or suppliers) do
business” and “E-commerce does not offer
any advantages to our organisation”. In
the second grouping, the barriers relating
to the investment, time, number of
options, complexity and security aspects
of E-commerce adoption generally show
moderately strong positive correlations
with each other. However, the barriers
within these two groupings appear to be
unrelated to the barriers in the alternate
group, with the exception of very weak
correlations for the barrier relating to
security and time.

23. This question relates to the reasons why your organisation is not be using E-commerce. Below is a list
of statements indicating possible reasons. Based on your opinion, please rank each statement on a scale of
1 to 5 to indicate how important it was to your decision NOT to use E-commerce, as follows:
1 = the reason was very unimportant to your decision not to use E-commerce
2 = the reason was unimportant to your decision not to use E-commerce
3 = the reason was neither unimportant nor important to your decision not to use E-commerce
4 = the reason was important to your decision not to use E-commerce
5 = the reason was very important to your decision not to use E-commerce
Our organisation does not use E-commerce because:
Rating
E-commerce is not suited to our products/ services.
E-commerce is not suited to our way of doing business.
E-commerce is not suited to the ways our clients (customers and/or suppliers)
do business.
E-commerce does not offer any advantages to our organisation.
We do not have the technical knowledge in the organisation to implement Ecommerce.
E-commerce is too complicated to implement.
E-commerce is not secure.
The financial investment required to implement E-commerce is too high for
us.
We do not have time to implement E-commerce.
It is difficult to choose the most suitable E-commerce standard with so many
different options available.

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

Figure 1: Question about barriers to E-commerce adoption used in survey
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Correlation Matrix
barr - not
match
prod/serv
barr - not fit our way of
working
barr - not fit cust way of
working
barr - no advantages
barr - no knowledge
barr - complicated
technique
barr - doubt security
barr - investment too high
barr - no time
barr - many choices

barr - not fit
our way of
working

barr - not fit
cust way of
working

barr - no
advantages

0.249*

barr - no
knowledge

barr complicated
technique

barr doubt
security

barr investment
too high

barr - no
time

.448
.494

.532

.746
.462

.530

.482
-.030

.547
.054

.280
-.097

-.009

.059

.065

.106

.544

0.184*
-.051
-0.245*
-.056

0.303**
-.138
-0.261**
-.005

.098
.092
-.056
-.033

0.249*
-.104
-0.195*
.062

0.277*
.445
.432
.514

.516
.481
.587
.579

0.217*
.174
.334

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

Table 3: Correlation Matrix of E-commerce adoption barriers, Sweden
These findings suggested the use of Factor
Analysis to investigate any separate
underlying factors and to reduce the
redundancy of certain barriers indicated
in the Correlation Matrix. The results of
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin MSA (.735) and
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ² = 343, p =
.000) indicated that the data set satisfied
the
assumptions
for
factorability.
Principle Components Analysis was

Component
1 (Too Difficult)
2 (Unsuitable)

chosen as the method of extraction in
order to account for maximum variance in
the data using a minimum number of
factors. A two-factor solution was
extracted with Eigenvalues of 3.252 and
2.745, and was supported by an inspection
of the Screen Plot. These two factors
accounted for 59.973% of the total
variance as shown in Table 4.

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Eigenvalue
% of Variance
Cumulative %
3.252
32.520
32.520
2.745
27.453
59.973
Table 4: Total Variance Explained

The two resulting components were
rotated using the Varimax procedure and
a simple structure was achieved as shown
in the Rotated Component Matrix in Table
5. Five barriers loaded highly on the first
component. These barriers are related to
the
complexity
of
implementation
techniques, range of E-commerce options,
high investments and the lack of technical
knowledge and time. This component has
been termed the “Too Difficult” factor.
The barriers highly loaded on the second
component are termed the “Unsuitable”
factor and are related to the suitability of
E-commerce to the respondent’s business,
including the extent E-commerce matched
the
SME’s
products/services,
the
organisation’s way of doing business, their

client’s way of doing business and the lack
of advantages offered by E-commerce
implementation. These two factors are
independent and uncorrelated, as an
orthogonal rotation procedure was used.
It is interesting to note that the barrier
relating to security loaded on both factors,
although the loading on the “Too Difficult”
factor was slightly higher.
The data was then subdivided into two
groups, members of a small business
cluster (N=63) and non-members of a
small business cluster (N=60). A similar
approach was taken with the two sets of
data (see Tables 6 & 7 – correlation
matrices).
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E-commerce is not suited to our products/ services.
E-commerce is not suited to our way of doing business.
E-commerce is not suited to the ways our clients (customers
and/or suppliers) do business.
E-commerce does not offer any advantages to our organisation.
We do not have the technical knowledge in the organisation to
implement E-commerce.
E-commerce is too complicated to implement.
E-commerce is not secure.
The financial investment required to implement E-commerce is
too high for us.
We do not have time to implement E-commerce.
It is difficult to choose the most suitable E-commerce standard
with so many different options available.

Component 1
(Too Difficult)
-.086
-.034
-.004

Component 2
(Unsuitable)
.844
.909
.643

.076
.743

.731
.074

.852
.525
.703

.102
.385
-.092

.742
.800

-.294
-.054

Table 5: Rotated Component Matrix

Barr – not
match
prod/serv

Barr – not fit
our way of
working
Barr – not fit
cust’s way of
working
Barr – no
advantage

.603

Barr –
not fit
our way
of
working

Barr –
not fit
cust’s
way of
working

Barr – no
advantage

Barr – no
knowledge

Barr –
complicated
technique

Barr –
doubt
security

Barr –
investment
too high

.607

.566

.455

.547

.248*

Barr – no
knowledge

.207

.307*

.320*

.402**

Barr –
complicated
technique
Barr – doubt
security

.297*

.384**

.531

.314*

.635

.388**

.547

.546

.329*

.513

.718

-.055

-.128

.080

-.121

.466

.477

.279*

.298*

.327**

.458

.217

.576

.796

.594

.459

.380**

.414**

.548

.329**

.653

.763

.631

.485

Barr –
investment too
high
Barr – no time

Barr – many
choices

Table 6: Member of a small business cluster
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Barr –
no time

.757

Barr – not
match
prod/serv

Barr – not fit
our way of
working
Barr – not fit
cust’s way of
working
Barr – no
advantage
Barr – no
knowledge
Barr –
complicated
technique
Barr – doubt
security
Barr –
investment
too high
Barr – no
time
Barr – many
choices

Barr –
not fit
our way
of
working

Barr –
not fit
cust’s
way of
working

Barr – no
advantage

Barr – no
knowledge

Barr –
complicated
technique

Barr –
doubt
security

Barr –
investment
too high

Barr
– no
time

.745

.716

.801

.759

.790

.762

.309*

.266*

.295*

.405**

.476

.427**

.485

.479

.607

.593

.541

.579

.630

.495

.851

-.053

-.132

.085

-.114

.455

.488

.277*

.329**

.260*

.415**

.386**

.450

.683

.626

.458

.266*

.342**

.443

.292*

.436

.647

.582

.495

.547

Table 7: Not a member of a small business cluster
Again, both sets of data suggested the use
of Factor Analysis to investigate any
separate underlying factors and to reduce
the redundancy of certain barriers
indicated in the Correlation Matrix. The
results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin MSA (.856
for non-members, .852 for members) and
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ² = 404, p =

Non-members
Members

.000 for non-members and χ² = 331, p =
.000 for members) indicated that the data
set satisfied the assumptions for
factorability. For both sets of data, again, a
two-factor solution was extracted. Table 8
shows the total variance.

Component
Eigenvalue
% Variance
1.538
17.086
Too difficult
5.218
57.974
Unsuitable
4.895
54.389
Too difficult
1.407
15.629
Unsuitable
Table 8: Total Variance Explained

Discussion
An examination of Tables 3 & 4 indicates
that correlations between barriers to Ecommerce adoption exist and enable the
grouping of barriers according to two
factors. These factors have been termed
“Too Difficult” and “Unsuitable”. The “Too
Difficult” factor is related to the barriers
which make E-commerce complicated to
implement, including barriers such as the

Cumulative %
17.086
75.060
54.389
70.018

complexity
of
E-commerce
implementation techniques, the difficulty
in deciding which standard to implement
because of the large range of E-commerce
options, the difficulty obtaining funds to
implement E-commerce, the lack of
technical knowledge and difficulty in
finding time to implement E-commerce.
The “Unsuitable” factor, on the other
hand, is related to the perceived
unsuitability of E-commerce to SMEs.
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These barriers include the unsuitability of
E-commerce
to
the
SME’s
products/services, way of doing business,
and client’s way of doing business, as well
as the lack of perceived advantages of Ecommerce implementation. Finally, the
security barrier was found to be related to
both factors, although the factor loading
of this barrier was higher in relation to the
“Too Difficult” factor (.525).
The results of this study are significant in
several ways. The analysis has shown that
ten of the most common barriers to ecommerce adoption can be grouped in
relation to two main factors. This gives
researchers a powerful explanatory tool
because it reduces the “noise” in the data.
Instead of accounting for ten different
barriers, the inhibitors to e-commerce
adoption can be explained as a result of
one of two factors: e-commerce is either
too difficult or unsuitable to the business.
The Rotated Component Matrix also
enables the prediction of the scores of
each individual barrier based on the score
of the two factors, and vice versa, for an
SME. This has implications for research
into e-commerce barriers. Whereas before
researchers have identified various
barriers (such as the ones listed in Table
2), this is the first time a study has shown
that certain barriers are correlated and
can be logically grouped according to two
factors. This makes it simpler not only to
explain, but also predict barriers to ecommerce adoption in SMEs.
An examination of Table 8 shows that
while the two factors “Too Difficult” and
“Unsuitable” still underpin the barriers to
E-commerce adoption, the priority placed
on the two factors is substantially
different. 54.389% of members of a small
business cluster indicated that their main
reason for not adopting E-commerce is
that the technology is too difficult. By
comparison, only 17.086% of the nonmembers felt that this was their primary
reason for non-adoption. Likewise, while
15.629% of the member respondents felt
that E-commerce was unsuitable for their
particular business, 57.974% of the nonmember respondents gave this as their
primary concern.
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A number of authors (Marchewka &
Towell 2000, Achrol & Kotler 1999, Dean
et al 1997) suggest that small business
clusters assist members by sharing
technical knowledge, talent and skills. An
examination of the data in Table 7 would
tend to refute this, at least for the
respondents of this study. A number of
explanations are possible. One possibility
is that as this study was conducted in a
regional area, technical assistance may be
less available or adequate than might be
expected in a metropolitan setting.
Another possibility is that while
membership of a small business cluster
has reduced both the technical and
organisational concerns, the substantial
reduction in the organisational factors
may have rendered the technical to a
greater prominence.
A number of studies (Schindehutte &
Morris 2001, Overby & Min 2001,
Wheelen & Hunger 2001, Cirillo 2000,
Terziovski 2003) have shown that one of
the major benefits of a small business
cluster is to ‘re-shape’ the organisation to
prepare it for adoption of E-commerce
technologies. This re-shaping included the
development of functions such as supply
chain management, logistics etc. It is
interesting to note that while 57.97% of
the non-member respondents’ concerns
were organisational, only 15.63% of the
member respondents’ concerns were
related to organisational fit. This would
tend to support the views of these earlier
findings.
Limitations of the study
It should be noted that this study has
several limitations. The data for the study
was collected from regional SMEs in
Sweden. Therefore, although conclusions
can be drawn, the results may not be
generalisable to SMEs in other countries.
Also, the data for the study was collected
from various industry sectors and it is not
possible to make sector specific
conclusions. Finally, this is a quantitative
study, and further qualitative research is
required to gain a better understanding of
the key issues.
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Conclusion

References

The aim of this study was twofold: to
examine the correlation between barriers
to E-commerce adoption in order to
identify underlying factors: and to
determine whether these differ between
SMEs that are members of a small
business cluster and SMEs that are not. To
this end, the unique features of SMEs
were presented and mapped to Ecommerce adoption barriers indicating a
potential relationship between the two.
Further investigation is required to
identify the exact nature of this
relationship. Correlation and factor
analyses were then performed on the data
set of barriers from a study of Swedish
SMEs to determine whether any
correlations between the barriers existed.
The Correlation Matrix indicated two
distinct sets of groupings and a two-factor
solution was extracted using factor
analysis. It was found that ten Ecommerce barriers could be grouped
according to two factors. These were
termed “Too Difficult” and “Unsuitable”.
The data also showed that while the two
factors Difficult” and “Unsuitable” were
appropriate to both members and nonmembers, there was a distinct shift in
emphasis between the two groups.

Abell, W. and Limm, L. (1996) Business
Use of the Internet in New Zealand:
An Exploratory Study, Proceedings of
AUSWeb, URL , Accessed May 2004.

The study presented in this paper is only
one part of a larger long-term project
investigating the drivers and barriers to Ecommerce adoption in SMEs. Further
research is currently being undertaken in
order to overcome some of the limitations
outlined above. Specifically, the survey
instrument is being replicated in two
regional areas in Australia, the US and
Indonesia, which will provide comparable
results.

Achrol R.S. & Kotler P. (1999) Marketing
in the Network Economy Journal of
Marketing vol 63 (special issue), pp
146 – 163.
Bakos Y. & Brynjolfsson E. (2000)
Bundling and Competition on the
internet Marketing Science vol. 19, no.
1, pp 63 – 82.
Barry H. & Milner B. (2002) SME’s and
Electronic Commerce: A Departure
from the Traditional Prioritisation of
Training? Journal of European
Industrial Training vol. 25, no. 7, pp
316 – 326.
Blili, S. and Raymond, L. (1993) Threats
and Opportunities for Small and
Medium-Sized
Enterprises,
International Journal of Information
Management, 13, 439-448.
Buckley P & Montes S (2002) Main Street
in the Digital Age: How Small and
Medium Businesses are Using the
Tools of the New Economy Economics
and Statistics Administration, US
Department
of
Commerce,
Washington US.
Bunker, D.J. and MacGregor, R.C. (2000)
Successful Generation of Information
Technology (IT) Requirements for
Small/Medium Enterprises (SME’s) –
Cases from Regional Australia,
Proceedings of SMEs in a Global
Economy, Wollongong, Australia, 7284.
Brigham E.F., and Smith, K.V. (1967), The
Cost of Capital to the Small Firm, The
Engineering Economist, 13(1), 1-26.
Chau P.Y.K. & Hui K.L (2001)
Determinants of Small Business EDI
Adoption: AN Empirical Investigation
Journal of Organisational Computing
and Electronic Commerce vol. 11, no.
4, pp 229 – 252.

MAC GREGOR AND VRAZALIC

39

Ciappei C. & Simoni C. (2005) Drivers of
New Product Success in the Italian
Sport Show Cluster of Montebelluna
Journal of Fashion Marketing and
Management vol. 9, no. 1, pp 20 – 42.
Cirillo R (2000) The new rules: Move
beyond ‘E’ ... and eight other strategies
for competing in the new economy – a
new
generation
of
e-business
consultants is playing by a different set
of rules. Nine of them to be exact. Are
you up to Speed? Varbusiness, 1612,
pp 26.
Cragg, P.B. and King, M. (1993) Smallfirm computing: Motivators and
inhibitors, MIS Quarterly, 17(1), 4760.
Cropper S. (1996) Collaborative Working
and the Issue of Sustainability in
Huxham
C.
(ed)
Creating
Collaborative
Advantage
Sage,
London, pp 80 – 100.
Damanpour F. (2001) E-Business ECommerce Evolution: Perspective and
Strategy Managerial Finance vol. 27,
no. 7, pp 16 – 33.
Damsgaard, J. and Lyytinen, K. (1998)
Contours of Diffusion of Electronic
Data
Interchange
in
Finland:
Overcoming Technological Barriers
and Collaborating to Make it Happen,
Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 7, 275-297.
Daniel E. & Wilson H. (2002) Adoption
Intentions and Benefits Realised: A
Study of E-commerce in UK SMEs
Journal of Small Business and
Enterprise Development vol. 9, no.. 4,
pp 331 – 348.
Daniel E., Wilson H. & Myers A. (2002)
Adoption of E-commerce by SMEs in
the UK International Small Business
Journal vol. 20, n0. 3, pp 253 – 268.
Datta D, (1988) International Joint
Ventures: A Framework for Analysis
Journal of General Management vol
14, pp 78 – 91.

40

Dean J., Holmes S. & Smith S. (1997)
Understanding Business Networks:
Evidence from Manufacturing and
Service Sectors in Australia Journal of
Small Business Management vol. 35,
no. 1, pp 79 – 84.
DeLone, W.H. (1988) Determinants for
Success for Computer Usage in Small
Business, MIS Quarterly, 51-61.
Dennis C. (2000) Networking for
Marketing Advantage, Management
Decision, 38(4), 287-292.
Dixon T., Thompson B & McAllister P
(2002) The Value of ICT for SMEs in
the UK: A critical Review of
Literature Report for the Small
Business
Service
Research
Programme, The College of Estate
Management, Reading.
Drakopoulou-Dodd S. Jack S. & Anderson
A.R. (2002) Scottish Entrepreneurial
Networks in the International Context
International Small Business Journal
vol. 20, no. 2, pp 213 – 219.
Eid R., Trueman M. & Ahmed A.M.
(2002) A Cross-Industry Review of
B2B Critical Success Factors Internet
Research: Electronic Networking
Applications and Policy vol. 12, no. 2,
pp 110 – 123.
Europa (2003) – The European
Commission (2003) SME Definition,
URL:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/
enterprise/enterprise_policy/sme_def
inition/index_en.htm,
Accessed
December 15, 2003.
European Commission (2002) European
Survey of the Information Society
European Society Indicators in the
Member
States
of
the
EU
http.www.europa.eu.in/ISPO/esis
Farhoomand A.F., Tuunainen V.K. & Yee
L.W. (2000) Barriers to Global
Electronic Commerce: A CrossCountry Study of Hong Kong and
Finland Journal of Organisational
Computing and Electronic Commerce
vol. 10, no. 1, pp 23 – 48.

JOURNAL OF NEW BUSINESS IDEAS AND TRENDS

Gaskill L.R., Van Auken H.E. & Kim H.
(1993) The Impact of Operational
Planning on Small Business Retail
Performance Journal
of
Small
Business Strategy vol. 5, no. 1, pp 21 –
35.

Johannisson B., Ramirez-Pasillas M. &
Karlsson G. (2002) Theoretical and
Methodological Challenges Bridging
Firm Strategies and Contextual
Networking Entrepreneurship and
Innovation August pp 165 – 174.

Gaskill, L.R. and Gibbs, R.M. (1994)
Going Away to College and Wider
Urban Job Opportunities Take Highly
Educated Youth Away fro Rural Areas,
Rural Development Perspectives,
10(3), 35-44.

Johansson,
U.
(2003)
Regional
Development in Sweden: October
2003, Svenska Kommunförbundet,
URL:
http://www.lf.svekom.se/tru/RSO/Re
gional_development_in_Sweden.pdf,
Accessed December 14, 2003.

Fielding, J. (1996) Getting Out in Front
with EDI, Inform, 10(9), 12-18.
Gibb
A.
(1993)
Small
Business
Development in Central and Eastern
Europe – Opportunity for a Rethink
Journal of Business Venturing vol. 8,
pp 461 – 486.
Golden P.A. & Dollinger M. (1993)
Cooperative Alliances and Competitive
Strategies in Small Manufacturing
Firms Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice Summer, pp 43 – 56.
Hadjimonolis, A. (1999) Barriers to
Innovation for SMEs in a Small Less
Developed
Country
(Cyprus),
Technovation, 19(9), 561-570.
Hill, R. and Stewart, J. (2000) Human
Resource Development in Small
Organisations, Journal of European
Industrial Training, 24(2/3/4), 105117.
Iacovou, C.L., Benbasat, I. and Dexter,
A.S.
(1995)
Electronic
Data
Interchange and Small Organisations:
Adoption and Impact of Technology,
MIS Quarterly, 19(4), 465-485.
Jarratt
D.G.
(1998)
A
Strategic
Classifiaction of Business Alliances: A
Qualitative Perspective Built from a
Study of Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises
Qualitative
Market
Research: An International Journal
vol. 1, no. 1, pp 39 – 49.
Jeffcoate J., Chappell C. & Feindt S.
(2002) Best Practice in SME Adoption
of E-Commerce Benchmarking: An
International Journal vol. 9, no. 2, pp
122 – 132.

Jorde T. & Teece D. (1989) Competition
and Cooperation: Striking the Right
Balance Californian Management
Review vol. 31 pp 25 – 38.
Kaynak E, Tatoglu E & Kula V (2005) An
analysis of the factors affecting the
adoption of electronic commerce by
SMEs: Evidence from an emerging
market International Market Review
vol. 22, no. 6, pp 623 – 640.
Keeble D., Lawson C., Moore B &
Wilkinson
F.
(1999)
Collective
Learning Processes, Networking and
‘Institutional Thickness’
in the
Cambridge Region Regional Studies
vol. 33, no. 4, pp 319 – 332.
Keniry, J., Blums, A., Notter, E., Radford,
E. & Thomson, S. (2003) Regional
Business – A Plan for Action,
Department
of
Transport
and
Regional
Services,
URL:
http://www.rbda.gov.au/ action_plan,
Accessed December 13, 2003.
Kulmala H.I., Paranko J. & Uusi-Rauva E.
(2002) The Role of Cost Management
in
Network
Relationships
International Journal of Production
Economics vol. 79, no. 1, pp 33 – 43.
Larsson, E., Hedelin, L. & Gärling, T.
(2003) Influence of Expert Advice on
Expansion Goals of Small Businesses
in Rural Sweden, Journal of Small
Business Management, 41(2), 205212.

MAC GREGOR AND VRAZALIC

41

Lawrence, K.L. (1997) Factors Inhibiting
the
Utilisation
of
Electronic
Commerce Facilities in Tasmanian
Small- to Medium- Sized Enterprises,
Proceedings of the 8th Australasian
Conference on Information Systems,
587-597.
McGowan, M.K. and Madey, G.R. (1998)
The
Influence
of
Organization
Structure and Organizational Learning
Factors on the Extent of EDI
Implementation in U. S. Firms,
Information Resources Management
Journal, 11(3), 17-27.
MacGregor, R.C. and Bunker, D.J. (1996)
The Effect of Priorities Introduced
During Computer Acquisition on
Continuing Success with It in Small
Business Environments, Proceedings
of
the
Information
Resource
Management
Association
International
Conference,
Washington, 271-277.
MacGregor R.C, Vrazalic L, Carlssen S.,
Pratt J. & Harris M. (2005) How
Standard are the Standard barriers to
E-commerce Adoption? A Comparison
of Three Studies Carried out in
Australia, Sweden and the US
Scandinavian
Conference
on
Information Systems.
Marchewka J.T. & Towell E.R. (2000) A
Comparison of Structure and Strategy
in Electronic Commerce Information
Technology and People vol 13, no. 2,
pp 137 – 149.
Markland, R.E. (1974) The Role of the
Computer
in
Small
Business
Management, Journal of Small
Business Management, 12(1), 21-26.
Martin, L.M. and Matlay, H. (2001)
“Blanket” Approaches to Promoting
ICT in Small Firms: Some Lessons
from the DTI Ladder Adoption Model
in the UK, Internet Research:
Electronic Networking Applications
and Policy, 11(5), 399-410.
Mehrtens J., Cragg P.B. & Mills A.M.
(2001) A Model of Internet Adoption
by
SMEs
Information
and
Management vol. 39, pp 165 – 176.

42

Meredith G.G.: (1994) Small Business
Management in Australia McGraw
Hill, 4th Edition.
Miles G., Preece S. & Baetz M.C. (1999)
Dangers of Dependence: The Impact
of Strategic Alliance Use by Small
Technology Based Firms Journal of
Small Business Management pp 20 –
29.
Miller, N.L. and Besser, T.L. (2000) The
Importance of Community Values in
Small Business Strategy Formation:
Evidence from Rural Iowa, Journal of
Small Business Management, 38(1),
68-85.
Mirchandani D.A. & Motwani J. (2001)
Understanding
Small
Business
Electronic Commerce Adoption: An
Empirical
Analysis
Journal
of
Computer Information Systems vol.
41, no. 3, pp 70 – 73.
Murphy J. (1996) Small Business
Management Pitman London.
Nalebuff B.J. & Brandenburg A.M. (1996)
Co-operation Harper Collins Business,
Philadelphia, PA.
NOIE – The National Office for the
Information Economy (2002) eBusiness for Small Business, URL
http://www.noie.gov.au/projects/ebus
iness/Advancing/SME/, Accessed 25
May 2003.
O’Donnell A., Gilmore A, Cummins D &
Carson D (2001) The Network
Construct
in
Entrepreneurship
Research: A Review and Critique
Management Decision vol. 39, no. 9,
pp 749 – 760.
OECD (2002) Measuring the Information
Economy 2002 OECD, Paris.
Overby J.W. & Min S. (2001)
International
Supply
Chain
Management
in
an
Internet
Environment A Network-oriented
Approach
to
Internationalisation
International Marketing Review vol
18, no. 4, pp 392 – 420.

JOURNAL OF NEW BUSINESS IDEAS AND TRENDS

Oxley J.E. & Yeung B. (2001) ECommerce Readiness: Institutional
Environment
and
International
Competitiveness
Journal
of
International Business Studies vol. 32,
no. 4, pp 705 – 723.

Riquelme, H. (2002) Commercial Internet
Adoption in China: Comparing the
Experience of Small, Medium and
Large Businesses, Internet Research:
Electronic Networking Applications
and Policy, 12(3), 276-286.

Ozcan G. (1995) Small Business Networks
and
Local
Ties
in
Turkey
Entrepreneurship
and
Regional
Development vol. 7, pp 265 – 282.

Robertson, T. and Gatignon, H. (1986)
Competitive Effects on Technology
Diffusion, Journal of Marketing, 50.

Poon, S. & Swatman, P. (1997) The
Internet for Small Businesses: An
Enabling Infrastructure, Fifth Internet
Society Conference, 221-231.
Premaratne S.P. (2001) Networks,
Resources
and
Small
Business
Growth: The Experience in Sri Lanka
Journal
of
Small
Business
Management vol. 39, no. 4, pp 363 –
371.
Purao, S. & Campbell, B. (1998) Critical
Concerns
for
Small
Business
Electronic
Commerce:
Some
Reflections Based on Interviews of
Small Business Owners, Proceedings
of the Association for Information
Systems
Americas
Conference,
Baltimore, 14-16 August, 325-327.
Quayle, M. (2002) E-commerce: the
Challenge for UK SMEs in the Twentyfirst Century, International Journal of
Operations
and
Production
Management, 22(10), 1148-1161.
Ratnasingam P. (2000) The Influence of
Power on Trading Partners in
Electronic
Commerce
Internet
Research vol. 10, no. 1, pp 56 – 62.
Raymond L. (2001) Determinants of Web
Site Implementation in Small Business
Internet
Research:
Electronic
Network Applications and Policy vol.
11, no. 5, pp 411 – 422.
Reimenschneider C.K. & McKinney V.R.
(2001) Assessing Beliefs in Small
Business Adopters and Non-Adopters
of Web-Based E-Commerce Journal of
Computer Information Systems vol.
42, no. 2, pp 101 – 107.
Reynolds, W., Savage, W. and Williams, A.
(1994) Your Own Business: A
Practical Guide to Success, ITP.

Rosenfeld S. (1996) Does Cooperation
Enhance Competitiveness? Assessing
the
Impacts
of
Inter-firm
Collaboration Research Policy vol. 25,
no. 2, pp 247 – 263.
Rotch, W. (1987) Management of Small
Enterprises: Cases and Readings,
University of Virginia Press.
Sawhney M. & Zabin J. (2002) Managing
and Measuring Relational Equity in
the Network Economy Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science vol.
30, no. 4, pp 313 – 332.
Schindehutte M. & Morris M.H. (2001)
Understanding Strategic Adaption in
Small Firms International Journal of
Entrepreneurial
Behaviour
and
Research vol 7, no. 3, pp 84 – 107.
Schulze C. & Baumgartner J (2001) Don’t
Panic, Do E-commerce, A Beginner’s
Guide to European Law Affecting Ecommerce European Commission’s
Electronic Commerce Team.
Scupola A. (2003) The Adoption of
Internet Commerce by SMEs in the
South of Italy: AN Environmental,
Technological and Organisational
perspective
Journal
of
Global
Information
Technology
Management vol. 6, no. 1, pp 52 – 71.
Singh J.P. & Gilchrist S.M (2002) Three
Layers of the Electronic Commerce
Network:
Challenges
for
the
Developed and Developing Worlds
Info vol. 4, no. 2, pp 31 – 41.
Stockdale R. & Standing C. (2004)
Benefits and Barriers of Electronic
Marketplace Participation: An SME
Perspective Information management
vol. 17, no. 4 pp 301 – 309.

MAC GREGOR AND VRAZALIC

43

Tambini A.M. (1999) E-Shoppers Demand
E-Service Discount Store News vol. 11,
no. 38.
Taylor M & Murphy A. (2004) SMEs and
E-business Journal of Small Business
and Enterprise Development vol. 11,
no. 3, pp 280 – 289.
Terziovski M. (2003) The Relationship
Between Networking Practices and
Business Excellence: A Study of Small
to Medium Enterprises (SMEs)
Measuring Business Excellence vol. 7,
no. 2, pp 78 – 92.
Tetteh, E. and Burn, J. (2001) Global
Strategies for SME-business: Applying
the SMALL Framework, Logistics
Information Management, 14(1/2),
171-180.

Venkatesan, V.S. and Fink, D. (2002)
Adoption of Internet Technologies and
E-Commerce by Small and Medium
Enterprises (SMEs) in Western
Australia,
Proceedings
of
the
Information Resource Management
Association International Conference,
1136-1137.
Veradarajan P.R. & Cunningham M.
(1995) Strategic Alliances: A Synthesis
of Conceptual Foundations Journal of
the Acadamy of Marketing Science
vol. 23, no. 4, pp 282 – 296.
Walczuch, R., Van Braven, G. and
Lundgren,
H.
(2000)
Internet
Adoption Barriers for Small Firms in
The
Netherlands,
European
Management Journal, 18(5), 561-572.

Thorelli H.B. (1986) Networks: Between
Markets and Hierarchies Strategic
Management Journal vol. 7, pp 37 –
51.

Walker E.W. (1975) Investment and
Capital Structure Decision Making in
Small Business in Walker E.W. (ed)
The Dynamic Small Firm: Selected
Readings Austin Press, Texas.

Tuunainen, V.K. (1998) Opportunities of
Effective Integration of EDI for Small
Businesses
in
the
Automotive
Industry,
Information
&
Management, 36(6), 361-375.

Welsh, J.A. and White, J.F. (1981) A Small
Business is not a little Big Business,
Harvard Business Review, 59(4), 4658.

Van Akkeren, J. and Cavaye, ALM (1999)
Factors Affecting Entry-Level Internet
Technology Adoption by Small
Business in Australia: An Empirical
Study, Proceedings of the 10th
Australasian
Conference
on
Information Systems, Wellington,
New Zealand, 1-3 December.
Van Slyke C, France B. & Varadharajen S
(2005) A Comparison of American and
Indian Consumers Perceptions of
Electronic Commerce Information
Resources Management Journal vol.
18, no. 2, pp 24 – 41.

Westhead, P. and Storey, D.J. (1996)
Management Training and Small Firm
Performance: Why is the Link so
Weak? International Small Business
Journal, 14(4), 13-24.
Wheelen T. & Hunger J.D. (2002)
Strategic Management and Business
Policy Prentice Hall, NY.
Yeung H.W. (1994) Critical Reviews of
Geographical Perspectives on Business
Organisations and the organisation of
production: Towards a Network
Approach
Progressive
Human
Geography vol. 18, no. 4, pp 460 –
490.

____________________

44

JOURNAL OF NEW BUSINESS IDEAS AND TRENDS

